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Abstract 
This study reports on findings from a longitudinal research examining pre-service language teachers’ (teacher candidates) 
conceptual change over two years. Personal theories and personal and professional development of pre-service teachers were the 
focus of this study. Data was collected through the use of verbal reports, micro teaching field experience notes and detailed 
comments taken in micro teaching experiences. The conceptual change in the context of “effective language teaching” has been 
studied by employing action research methodology has been employed. Findings from the research suggest that pre-service 
language teachers alter their perception of “effective language teacher” as well as their own practices.  
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1. Introduction 
Pre-service language teachers’ thinking (personal theories, teachers’ personal beliefs, personal beliefs will refer 
to beliefs and constructs the teachers are addressing while teaching) and the changes in their belief systems 
throughout a teacher education program are needed to be addressed, and negotiated. Teachers can, as Roberts (1998) 
states, “… filter out training interventions or interpret input so that it fits in with their framework of thinking about 
teaching. It would not view them as ‘misinterpreting’ input but as assimilating them, fitting them into their existing 
personal theories and prior experience” (p. 26). The constructivist view suggests that learning must be situated in a 
real world context; rich in nature, complex in theory and transferable to its environment. (Resnick, 1991; 
Richardson, 1999). 
While Zheng (2009) defines beliefs as “permeable and dynamic structures that act as a filter through which new 
knowledge and experience are screened for meaning” (p. 74), Kagan (1992) refers to teacher beliefs as “tacit, often 
unconsciously held assumptions about students, classrooms, and the academic material to be taught” (p. 65). Harvey 
(1986, p. 146 cited in Zheng) says that “a belief system is a set of conceptual representations which signify to its  
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holder a reality or given state of affairs of sufficient validity, truth or trustworthiness to warrant reliance upon it as a 
guide to personal thought and action”. Meanwhile Pajares (1992, in Zheng, 2009, p. 74) explains that “belief 
systems therefore serve as a personal guide by helping individuals define and understand the world and themselves”. 
Established teachers, as stated by Lortie (1975), generally teach as they were taught based on years of observing 
their own teachers. Consistent with the idea, it may be recognized that it is difficult to change teachers’ beliefs  
(Herrmann & Duffy, 1989; Richardson, 1996, Kagan 1992), teachers’ pre-existing beliefs and “implicit theories” 
(Clark & Peterson, 1986). The issues mentioned above are needed to be discovered. In constructivist learning 
theory, beliefs are the indispensable part of educational context which need to be taken into consideration, for 
understanding the schemas in mind. Students as individuals, naturally, bring their beliefs to teacher education 
programs and strongly influence what and how they learn. This also affects their perception of teaching. According 
to constructivist psychology, learners’ perspectives are needed to be known explicitly in order to understand their 
re/construction of knowledge and meaning-making learning process.  
Many language teacher educators/trainers have been implementing teaching methods based on the constructivist 
theory of learning in Turkey according to the newly implemented teacher education curriculum (see MEB, 2006) in 
higher education. This study proposes the use of constructivist learning principles, discussing and reconsidering 
Schön’s expertise and focusing on the key terms he discussed-the relationship between knowledge and experience; 
theoretical and philosophical unity of the concept; subjective and process-oriented interpretation of professional 
learning theory; theoretical and practical applications of learning; the relation between the learning process; and the 
learning content or subject-matter of education. The journey from knowing to experiencing, from theory to practice, 
from professional knowledge to professional practices, from tacit to explicit takes a long time. Along with 
reflection, in Schön’s understanding, the conceptual change of the practitioners at the pre-service language teacher 
education will be analyzed theoretically in the following paragraph/s. 
Conception is viewed as a mental structure that includes the person’s beliefs and basic presuppositions, some of 
which are tacit. It is a schema of concepts developed from theoretical studies, from practice and interactions with the 
world and society.  The term “conceptual change” within learning process was applied to concepts that play 
important roles in thought and to a situation in which conceptions are replaced by another (Strike & Posner, 1992 in 
Yaman, 2004). Vosniadou (1994) claims that  
 
conceptual change is a continuous process of reinterpreting constraints on the concept. Although we tend to accept the 
continuous nature of conceptual change in the context of teachers’ professional development, we feel that at certain 
points there are ‘quantum leaps’ and the new conceptions are of a different nature, namely, of a ‘strong’ restructuring. 
Bearing in mind the lack of a clear-cut definition of this phenomenon, particularly with regard to teachers’ professional 
development, we use the term ‘conceptual change’ to refer to the process of knowledge reconstruction which leads to a 
different conception than the previous one. (cited in Gorodetsky, Keiny & Hoz, 1997, pp.  424-5 in Yaman, 2004) 
 
Existing research suggests that learners’ beliefs have the potential to influence both their experiences and 
actions (Puchta, 1999, Stevick, 1980). Pre-service language teachers’ programs are guided through a highly 
structured trial error phases in which classroom applications are integrated besides theoretical courses. Critical 
evaluation, reflections over classroom practices, self reflection logs, video-taped classroom performances, 
feedback sessions over teaching, evaluation and field notes taken both by the peers and the teacher trainer give 
valuable insight and direct evidences to the performer about his/her performance. It is strongly believed by the 
researcher that real and effective change can occur in the belief system of pre-service teachers. Therefore, this 
study seeks and reveals the conceptual changes of about 80 pre-service teachers’ beliefs over a four-semester 
period following four different teaching courses in a B.A degree language teacher education program. 
 
2. Methodology 
2.1. Inquiry (Method) 
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The research made use of both qualitative and quantitative methodology. Action research methodology was 
employed to evaluate changes in pre-service language teachers’ thinking, learning and teaching. Since the aim of 
action research is to solve problems by developing new skills or approaches that could be easily applied to a new 
classroom (or any other work setting as it is practical, flexible and adaptive to different situations), the researcher 
preferred to use action research methodology in this study. Action research is dynamic, systematic and participatory, 
and allows for the inquiry into the teachers’ own practices and subsequent reflection-in-action.  
Through systematic, controlled action research, teachers can become more professional, more interested in 
pedagogical aspects of education, and more motivated to integrate their theories into practice (Zuber-Skerritt, 1992). 
This study examined the conceptual change of pre-service (language) teachers (teacher candidates, student teachers 
are used interchangeably) over a period—examining their personal theories-in-use and theories-in-action in two 
theory based field courses, and two practice based courses of micro teaching experiences (see Figure) below. 
 
2.2. Procedure 
 
 
Figure 1. The process of the study 
 
2.3. The Participants  
 
The group in the teaching program comprised of about 80 pre-service teachers, and the mean age for the group 
was 20 years. All participants who were registered in 2007-2008 as 2nd graders were invited to participate in the 
study for a period of 4 semesters. As a group, the participants reported a considerable range of constructs; from their 
prior experiences in previous school life to learning experiences, tutoring, etc...  
Teacher candidates’ personal theories (constructs), in the field of language teaching (as EFL) have been elicited 
three times through field reports accompanied by semi-structured interviews, and classroom observations, field 
notes and course grades. When students’ admission and academic process they have been involved in are 
considered, it can be said that the starting point of the students are similar, which is a priority for a research in terms 
of clarifying and justifying the results. 
 
2.4. Data Collection 
 
The pre-service language teachers at Time 1 (beginning of 2nd year, where they had no prior theoretical course 
related to teaching) were asked to list down the characteristics of “effective teachers (ET)”, “average teachers (AT)”, 
and “ineffective teachers (IT)” by signing or using symbols. The same procedure was employed at Time 2 (at the 
end of the 2nd year when they completed the first theoretical course related to teaching) and at Time 3 (when they 
have completed their 3rd year, and micro teaching courses). In order to elicit negative, different and more constructs 
in nature, participants were also asked to write down the characteristics of average (typical), and ineffective teachers 
as well. At each time the paper filled in by each pre-service language teacher was redistributed in class and the 
participant was asked to add new constructs or delete previously noted ones if they did not believe that construct 
was not valid for them anymore. While doing this, participants were asked to use the signs and the symbols they 
used before.                                                                                                                                                                    
Data Collection Process
(3 Times)
2007-2008 -1st Term
2007-2008 -2nd Term
2008-2009 -2nd Term
(Pre)
Time 1  (14 weeks)
Beginning of the theoretical course
“Approaches and Methods in ELT I ”
(Mid) 
Time 2   (14 weeks)
End of the theoretical course
“Approaches and Methods in ELT II ”
(Post) 
Time 3   (28 weeks)
End of  Practical courses
“Methodology in ELT I”
&
“Methodology in ELT II”
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2.5. Findings and Discussions 
 
The elicited constructs from each of the participants at Time 1, 2 and 3 were individually sorted in an iterative 
procedure into semantic groups; content analysis categories with the intention of identifying the differences, and 
being able to observe the changes in their thinking systems. There were a total of 100 construct labels used by 
participants at Time 1; 111 constructs at Time 2, and 131 at Time 3. The number of constructs at the end of the 
study increased, and reached 131 constructs (see the Attachment). After each elicitation, randomly chosen students 
were interviewed on the cited constructs in order to clarify the meanings they attached to teachers (ET, AT, IT). This 
helped to draw semantic groupings of the constructs- that is- to build up construct categories. 
The categories emerging from the content analysis and   construct frequencies within these categories are shown 
in the Table given below.  
                                                                                            
Table 1: Construct categories with frequencies at Time 1, Time 2 and Time 3 
 
Construct 
Categories 
 TIME 1  f    TIME 2    F       TIME 3    f 
1.Content       
Knowledge 
   7  95    9 154          8   39 
2.Classroo
m Behaviors 
  49 320   52 379        60 259 
3.Academic 
Qualities 
  44 410   44 469        38 146 
Total: 131 
Constructs 
100 
Constructs 
825 105/11 New 
Constructs 
1002 106/ 20 
New Constructs 
444 
 
The largest category of construct labels referred to classroom behaviors was cited 958 times. Within this 
category there was richness in the range of teaching behaviors mentioned. Increasing number of constructs at each 
time and increasing frequency are the indicators of the richness in beliefs. The category of academic qualities, cited 
288 times, was the second large category where personal academic qualities to describe a teacher were used. The 
constructs elicited referred to both personal and professional characteristics of a language teacher. It is worth noting 
that in content knowledge (cited 1025 times) category, which is the 3rd semantic group, the constructs elicited seem 
to be predominantly theory focused elements in nature, which is consistent with the theoretical course they have 
taken.  131 constructs elicited from the pre-service teachers were cited 2271 times (f) throughout the study. 
Within the newly added 11 constructs at Time 2, where the theoretical course was over, 5 refers to classroom 
behavior, and 4 to academic qualities and only 2 new constructs were seen to be related to content knowledge. What 
is significant is that at Time 3, when practice courses were over, participating pre-service teachers added 20 new 
constructs; all of which directly related to classroom behaviors category. Within 31 new constructs added at Time 2 
and Time 3, 25 were related to classroom behaviors. Based on this finding it can be stated that pre-service language 
teachers have focus more on practicing language teaching in classroom in the progress of time passed. The 
confrontation with teaching probably causes students to think critically on “how to teach” aspect of teacher 
education rather than merely accepting pure “content knowledge” by itself. As Kagan (cited in Pajares, 1992, p. 
329) stated teachers’ “piebald form of personal knowledge” lies at the heart of teaching.  
Considering three most frequently cited constructs throughout the study, C58 taking students’ needs, feelings 
and opinions (cited 125 times), C91 ignoring students’ psychology, needs and opinion (cited 94 times), C43 only 
instructing lesson (no additional materials) (cited 61 times), and C63 having good rapport with students (cited 61 
times) have the highest frequency. C58 and C91, although each seems to be a different construct, were perceived to 
have the same meaning, referring to the same perception. That is, according to the participants they believe that 
students’ feelings, opinions, psychology and needs are one of the most important characteristics of an effective 
teacher while teaching. So, they believe that an effective language teacher employs humanistic view, and is a person 
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belief they consider important is teacher’s using extra material to support teaching. Thirdly, they believe that teacher 
and student relationship needs to be built up for an effective language learning environment.  
Looking into the semantic categories in more detail, regarding the first category, content knowledge, we can see 
that pre-service language teachers stated their personal theories and opinions about teaching largely in terms of 
“knowing” (C2, C3, C4) about methodological-theoretical aspect of English language teaching. The constructs at 
Time 1 and 2 indicate that knowing about how to teach is believed to be a prerequisite for teaching, and constructs 
reflect a theoretical and explicit picture of the complex teaching process. The constructs; C1knowing what/how to 
teach, C2 knowing all approaches, methods and techniques to transmit language knowledge, C3 knowing best sides 
of approaches and methods and putting them into practice, C4 improving own knowledge, and C5 knowledge of all 
approaches and methods have been cited 232 (out of 288) times. The beliefs may be interpreted that what pre-
service language teachers know and what they are expected to practise are “inextricably intertwined” (Verloop et al., 
2001:446 in Zheng, 2009). They need to know about teaching in order to plan and act in the classroom.  
The second category, classroom behaviors, indicates more clues and definitions in understanding the teachers’ 
accurate picture of personal theories in action. Micro teaching classes led them practice, and use of different sources 
of knowledge.  Once the goal is to be able teach, their personal theories varied in that category both quantitatively 
and qualitatively. This can be interpreted in the following way:  input fitted in with their framework of teaching 
about teaching as stated by Roberts (1998). 
They added 20 new constructs at the end of their teaching practices; all of which fell into “Classroom Behaviors” 
category; C112 managing the class effectively, C113 giving clear instructions, C114 controlling own voice 
effectively, C115 introducing the lesson effectively, C116 using time effectively, C117 using body language 
effectively, C118 creating meaningful context, C119 having a B plan, C120 arranging suitable class layout, C121 
using board effectively, C122 passing smoothly between the phases of lesson, C123 not creating a context, C124 
having pronunciation mistakes, C125 giving unclear instructions, C126 not introducing lesson effectively, C127 not 
using time effectively, C128 not using error correction, C129 giving no importance to class layout, C130 not 
managing class effectively, C131 not giving clear instruction.  
The 20 constructs above elicited at Time 3 reveal that after theoretical courses and confrontation with teaching 
(through micro teaching courses along with 28 weeks), language teachers have become more interested in complex, 
multi-dimensional nature of classroom teaching.   
Some of the students’ verbal comments on adding Time 3 constructs are: 
“Now, I must admit that I am more aware of how the learners’ and teachers’ roles are changing, and if I am 
ready for teaching, and my roles lead me to think about my theoretical knowledge critically”.(O.E) 
“I haven’t thought that the use of board and instruction giving are key terms for effective teaching. During my 
micro teaching experience, feedback sessions helped me understand the inconsistencies about my teaching”. (D.A) 
 “Contextual grammar teaching is not easy to put forward, which I really think now that it is important and part 
of communicative classroom while teaching”. (N.S) 
“Language teaching in the classroom is like an art; one should act according to students’ tension, likes and 
interests-managing classroom through communicative activities…”.(D.N) 
The need for having multiple perspectives may prove that active re/construction facilitated linking of theory with 
pre-existing personal theories. The requirement of struggle and conflict in teaching promote a focus on personal 
construction of active experimentation rather than relying on receiving abstract truth-knowledge. Classroom 
management, instruction giving, voice control, time management, contextual teaching, use of board, PPP 
(Presentation, Practice, Production) phases of teaching, error correction, use of body language are the terms where 
classroom process, procedures and operations are described. It is worth noting that the constructs added after 
practicing teaching are significant in terms of understanding the points directly relevant to knowledge of theory 
building. Although such terms are mentioned and integrated part of knowledge about their professional and 
pedagogical life at Time 1 and 2, none were taken into consideration before they were involved in micro teaching 
experiences. Increasing personal theories and the more context-specific educational beliefs is helpful to explain the 
nature of this shift. 
While 40 constructs defining ET were used at Time 1, 30 constructs defining AT were used, 30 constructs for IT 
were used at Time 1. At Time 2, 7 constructs are defining ET&AT whereas 4 are defining ineffective teachers. At 
Time 3, what is significant is that 11 constructs are seen related to ET, while only 9 are referring to IT. Pre-service 
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language teachers’ increasing constructs elicited at Time 2 and 3 revealed some negative characteristics which are, 
in nature, relevant and endemic to classroom teaching.                                                                                               
 
3. Conclusion 
 
Findings from the research suggest that they alter their perception of effective language teacher as well as their 
own practices. The gathered data proved to be informative; their personal theories in which they see themselves as 
language teachers have changed over time as a result of the confrontation with theory-practice-reflection process 
they have been actively involved in. Additionally, their beliefs appear to arise as a result of “exigencies inherent in 
classroom teaching” as Kagan (cited in Pajares, 1992, p. 329) states.  
By conducting a longitudinal study, the longer time frame offered more opportunities for students to re/construct 
their own beliefs as well to check try-and-see process consistent with the view of constructivist learning principles. 
Besides, it offered more opportunities for the researcher in terms of observing, registering, and reflecting on the 
findings as a result of the confrontation with theory-practice-reflection process pre-service teachers have been 
actively involved in. Constructivist processes of knowledge building, recognition, theory-practice integration 
process by evaluating and revising their personal views facilitated reflective thinking process and is needed for the 
integration, transformation of knowledge build.  
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Appendix 
 
1. CONTENT KNOWLEDGE T1/f T2/f T3/f Total/f 
ET (Effective Teacher)     
C1 Knowing what/how to teach 11 11 3 25 
C2 Knowing all approaches, methods and 
techniques to transmit language knowledge 
21 29 4 54 
C3 Knowing best sides of approaches and  methods 
and putting them into practice 
18 41 - 59 
C4 Improving own knowledge 24 27 8 59 
AT (Average Teacher)     
C5 Knowledge of all approaches and methods 13 16 6 35 
IT (Ineffective Teacher)     
C6 Knowing all methods and techniques 1 2 1 4 
C7 Having no knowledge about what and how to 
teach 
7 9 6 22 
TIME 2     
C101 Knowledge of giving appropriate feedback - 5 5 10 
C102Not knowing about approaches and methods - 14 6 20 
TOTAL 95 154 39 288 
234  S¸aziye Yaman / Procedia Social and Behavioral Sciences 3 (2010) 227–236 
    
2. CLASSROOM BEHAVIORS T1/f T2/f T3/f Total/f
ET    
C8 Giving time to students to get ready 1 1 2 4 
C9 Using various and suitable techniques in class 10 14 2 26 
C10Combining different approaches, methods, and 
techniques 
4 8 - 12 
C11 Making students actively participate in lesson 19 17 8 44 
C12 Controlling students’ learning 11 6 3 20 
C13 Controlling  class effectively 4 4 6 14 
C14 Organizing lesson according to students’ level 11 12 - 23 
C15 Using of different and appropriate materials 14 13 9 36 
C16 Integrating technology in teaching process 9 11 4 24 
C17 Integrating methods 5 2 - 7 
C18 Being prepared for lesson 10 3 1 14 
C19 Making students enjoy in lesson 16 18 3 37 
C20 Teaching language as a whole 6 8 4 18 
C21Direct students to construct their own 
knowledge 
4 4 - 8 
C22 Being active in class 2 4 - 6 
C23 Adopting methods of communicative teaching 6 22 13 41 
C24 Having a student-centered  class 5 1 2 8 
C25 Using of authentic materials 2 3 2 7 
C26 Using of error-correction  4 8 9 21 
AT    
C27 Using the limited techniques and materials for a 
long time 
16 22 7 45 
C28 Providing no warm-up before lesson 1 - - 1 
C29 Not choosing suitable methods and techniques 7 4 2 13 
C30 Having a teacher-centered class 3 8 2 13 
C31 Not applying approaches and methods despite 
the knowledge of them 
11 16 9 36 
C32 Evaluating just with the exams (being only 
interested in acquired knowledge 
5 3 3 11 
C33 Making students passive throughout the lesson 6 3 3 12 
C34 Teaching deductively 4 5 3 12 
C35 Making students learn with some deficiencies 4 4 1 9 
C36 Making students bored in lesson 6 7 3 16 
C37 Experiencing some problems in using 
technology 
7 5 1 13 
C38 Making students memorize 2 3 2 7 
C39 Teaching regarding the syllabus 3 4 1 8 
C40 Using mother tongue in class instruction 1 2 1 4 
IT    
C41 Giving homework to students 2 1 1 4 
C42Having teacher-centered classroom with passive 
students 
20 14 7 41 
C43 Only instructing lesson (no additional 
materials) 
30 25 6 61 
C446 Depending just on course book 5 5 4 14 
C45 Using insufficient examples 2 - - 2 
C46 Not using any methods or techniques 9 16 3 28 
C47 Evaluating only with exams 4 7 1 12 
C48Making students bored throughout the lesson 11 10 1 22 
C49 Not using any different or effective materials 6 6 4 16 
C50 Not using any piece of technology 6 9 8 23 
C51 Being passive behind  the table 4 4 - 8 
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C52 Ignoring the skills 1 1 1 3 
C53 Making mistakes while teaching 1 1 - 2 
C54 Speaking in mother tongue in class instruction 6 4 3 13 
C55 Giving no importance to communication 5 7 3 15 
C56 Making students memorize 5 7 2 14 
TIME 2     
C103Using time effectively - 5 - 5 
C104 Not taking care of communicative aspect of 
language 
- 4 - 4 
C105Teaching grammar inductively - 3 4 7 
C106 Not taking care of the role of atmosphere - 4 1 5 
C107 Being flexible and eclectic - 3 - 3 
TIME 3     
C112 Managing the class effectively - - 7 7 
C113 Giving clear instructions - - 6 6 
C114 Controlling own voice effectively - - 3 3 
C115 Introducing the lesson effectively - - 3 3 
C116Using time effectively - - 4 4 
C117 Using body language effectively - - 3 3 
C118 Creating  meaningful context - - 12 12 
C119 Having a B plan - - 5 5 
C120 Arranging suitable class layout - - 3 3 
C121 Using board effectively - - 2 2 
C122Passing smoothly between the phases of lesson - - 3 3 
C123 Not creating a context - - 6 6 
C124 Having pronunciation mistakes - - 2 2 
C125 Giving unclear instructions - - 4 4 
C126 Not introducing lesson effectively - - 3 3 
C127 Not using time  effectively - - 3 3 
C128 Not  using error correction - - 6 6 
C129 Giving no importance to class layout - - 4 4 
C130 Not managing class  effectively - - 5 5 
C131 Not giving clear instruction - - 4 4 
TOTAL 320 381 259 960 
3.ACADEMIC QUALITIES T1/f T2/f T3/f Total/f 
ET     
C57 Regarding students as human beings and 
knowing their psychology 
8 25 5 38 
C58Taking students’ needs, feelings and opinions 
into consideration 
53 61 11 125 
C59 Being competent in all skills of L1 and L2 22 19 5 46 
C60Being ready for unexpected situations 4 2 3 9 
C61 Raising successful students 3 - 3 6 
C62 Being respectful to job 22 10 3 35 
C63Having good rapport with students 20 32 9 61 
C64 Being creative in developing materials 12 9 5 26 
C65 Motivating students 3 6 2 11 
C66 Being capable of effective teaching 9 12 1 22 
C67 Encouraging students to study 4 6 2 12 
C68 Being good model for students 3 1 2 6 
C69Being aware of importance of class environment 7 12 4 23 
C70 Adopting ‘guiding’ role 1 1 - 2 
C71 Being consistent 1 - - 1 
C72 Making students love language 1 3 - 4 
C73 Being patient with students 2 5 1 8 
AT     
C74 Planning the lesson rarely 2 3 4 9 
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C75 Ignoring students’ feelings, psychology and 
personality 
6 12 7 25 
C76 Not caring about students’ needs and levels 22 23 8 53 
C77 Not enabling success of all students 4 1 3 8 
C78 Not taking responsibility of students 2 - - 2 
C79 Not having any effort to create new things 20 16 4 40 
C80 Doing job only for money 6 7 2 15 
C81 Only teaching lesson 15 19 10 44 
C82 Being good at job 1 3 1 5 
C83 Having a humanistic view 1 2 - 3 
C84 Giving importance to grammar 10 5 - 15 
C85 Not having any effort for self-improvement 4 8 3 15 
C86 Being an efficient teacher 11 15 1 27 
C87 Being in class on time 1 1 2 4 
C88 Having good rapport with hardworking students 1 3 - 4 
IT    
C89 Never planning 1 - 1 2 
C90 Not giving importance to self-improvement 15 17 6 38 
C91 Ignoring students’ psychology, needs and 
opinions 
41 41 12 94 
C92 Teaching just for money 9 10 7 26 
C93 Raising no successful students 2 1 2 5 
C94Not taking responsibility of students 2 1 - 3 
C95 Giving no importance to students’ learning and 
performance 
11 14 1 26 
C96 Not proficient in L1 and L2 12 11 3 26 
C97 Not avoiding shouting at students 7 5 1 13 
C98 Being strict 10 8 1 19 
C99 Not teaching effectively 13 11 2 26 
C100 Seeing teaching as a grammar teaching 6 8 6 20 
TIME 2     
C108 Being reflective to own teaching - 8 1 9 
C109 Giving importance to collaborative works of 
students 
- 3 1 4 
C110 Being flexible and eclectic - 5 - 5 
C111 Being reflective - 4 1 5 
TOTAL 410 469 146 1025 
 
 
